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Yalta: Not since the Conant appointment has Capitol Hill undergone such a wa gtest as has oc- 
curred in the past week over the Eisenhower message on “repudiation of Yalta”. And the reason for 
the uproar is that the “repudiation” of the vicious agreement which sold out Poland and the peoples of 


Eastern Europe is — as recommended to Congress — no repudiation at all. Hence, the revolt among 
the Senators. 


The Polish groups are up in arms and one of their leaders described the President’s proposal as 
“catastrophic”, so far as Polish-Americans are concerned. The politicos know what this could mean in 
terms of votes, in 1954 and 1956. 


The Poles and others recall the pledge in the Republican platform to repudiate Yalta. General 
Eisenhower reiterated this pledge on Pulaski Day, October 11, at Denver, when he received Polish-Ameri- 
can leaders. According to the New York Times account, October 12, Eisenhower told his visitors that 
“the platform of the Republican Party pledged repudiation of the Yalta Agreement which through the 
violation of the principles of the Atlantic Charter and through its unilateral violation by the Soviet Gov- 
ernment has resulted in the enslavement of Poland”. This was clearly a formal promise of repudiation. 


Instead, the President sent to Congress a request that the legislative body pass a resolution rejecting 
any Russian interpretations of wartime agreements that “have been perverted to bring about the subjuga- 
tion of free peoples”. The President’s demand did not specify the agreements by name. In short, Eisen- 
hower does not reject the Yalta agreement per se. His proposal to Congress is scant nourishment for the 
minorities involved and it loses impact on the peoples behind the Iron Curtain. As a move in psycho- 
logical warfare, it is a dud, according to experts in this field of activity. And political leaders of these 
American minorities say that Ike has reneged on his campaign pledge. 


The Eisenhower request to Congress — observers note — is also essentially a Democratic Party 
line of action. For some years, the “line” of the Democratic Administration has been that the Yalta 
Agreement itself was good, but that it failed because Soviet Russia did not live up to its pledges of 
free elections, free press, etc., in the Iron Curtain countries. This apologia, of course, was designed to 
whitewash the errors of Roosevelt and the State Department advisers who helped frame the Yalta Agree- 
ment. At the time, few informed people outside the State Department placed such faith in Soviet promises: 
it was another case of “think no evil of Moscow” — which was the guiding principle of the State Depart- 
ment bureaucracy, including one important and historic figure, Alger Hiss. Hence, what disturbs Sen- 
ators as much as the failure to honor the campaign pledge to Polish-Americans is the Eisenhower 
Administration’s apparent adherence to the discredited line of the Democratic Administration, repudiated 
by the electorate last November. This — if that adherence continues —- may prove a rather serious 
matter. 


Ike and the Press: The first Eisenhower press conference went off well, in the opinion of most press 
observers. Not unnaturally, it drew some caustic comments from hardened Democrats among the news- 
papermen, and among so-called Republican scribes (who had privately wanted Stevenson to win). But, 
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allowing for Ike’s admitted inexperience, it deserved the description of “good”. One refreshing action 


by Ike was well received by some. When the President wished to bring the conference to a close, he in thi 
bluntly but politely declared it ended. Under Roosevelt and Truman, stooges of the Administration exam 
would often terminate the conference by piping up, “Thank you, Mr. President” — sometimes just as the tl 
a colleague asked a question embarrassing to the President. Ike’s forthrightness deserves praise. Reve! 

















“and 
Res Militaris: The appointment of General Sokolovsky as the new Soviet commander is considered an 
omen of a more belligerent attitude by the Soviet Union. It is recalled that Sokolovsky was the com- dustr 
mander in Berlin when the Reds sought to strangle that city economically and when the Western Flori 
powers staged the phenomenal airlift. This Russian general is classified, by American military men, rep 
as “anti-American” and an exponent of the “treat em tough” school. Advices from Western Europe and 1 
suggest that perhaps another attempt to garrot the beleagured German metropolis is already commencing. 

@ Capitol Hill is looking forward eagerly to the appearance of General Van Fleet before its com- “ 
mittees early in March. The retiring commander in Korea, it is anticipated, will give an important dep 
exposé of that difficult problem. One member of Congress put it: “For the first time since General Mac- 

Arthur was dismissed and told his story on the Hill in 1951, Congress should receive a non-political 

explanation from a military man on the whole Korean situation.” Van Fleet, it is reported, will have Tro 
a full-dress “show”: he will appear before a joint meeting of the military committees of both Houses and of hi 
also before a joint meeting of the two congressional committees concerned with foreign policy. Mem- with 
bers of these groups are already preparing sharp questions and there is much discussion as to how much =" 
Van Fleet will venture to reveal. It is remarked that he is retired and therefore presumably free to talk. are 

@ A new round in the inter-service row between the Navy and the Air Force. For some time, Arthur re 
Godfrey, well-known broadcaster, had been a great favorite with the Navy and he in turn seemed eg 
very hospitable to the Navy’s point of view. Recently, however, the Air Force stole a march on the Navy: | 
Air Force General LeMay took Godfrey on a tour of the Air Force foreign bases (so criticized by friends 
of the Navy). Suddenly, friends of the Navy became critical of Godfrey and began writing letters to of § 
Congress asking who paid for this. The Air Force answered, “Godfrey”. for 
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cha 

Byrd and Taft: Although the orators did not refer once to “realignment”, that developing political to | 
idea pervaded a banquet in the Capital on February 23, held to honor the memory of George Washing- 

ton and’ to’ make awards to Senators Byrd and Taft. oo) 

u 

The two Senators paid tribute to each other in short speeches. Political observers noted that Taft in the 

his remarks made a distinction between Southern Democrats and New Deal Democrats. As for Byrd, sus 
he emphatically spelled out his distinction in these words: “When I speak of Democrats, I mean Jeffer- not 
sonian Democrats and when I speak of Republicans, I mean Taft Republicans.” And the Virginia 
Senator proudly reminded his audience of his visit to Ohio in 1950 to speak for the re-election of Taft. 
The toastmaster of the evening, former Senator Burke of Nebraska, underlined the similarity of political vic 
faith of the two Senators. Burke, it was recalled by many present, served as a moving spirit of the Te 
Committee to Explore Political Realignment, which was active in the winter of 1951-52. Senator Mundt fin 
and former Senator Brewster, both outspoken advocates of realignment, were also present. 

Another note was struck, although press reports on the meeting failed to mention it. The Good wa 

Government Society (sponsor of the gathering) awarded scrolls to both Senators, for their many “con- ca 
tributions to good government”. The Taft scroll included tribute to the Ohioan’s stand on two issues: tre 


his opposition to the ex post facto character of the Nuremberg trials and to President Truman’s proposal 
(in 1946) to break the railway strike of that year by drafting the strikers. 
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Tax Rebels: “Your mention of social security rebels is partial to the ladies”, writes the latest insurgent 
in this war against taxes, Thomas Gaskins of Palmdale, Florida. (We had previously reported other 
examples, including Vivien Kellems and the housewives of Marshall, Texas.) Gaskins tells us that since 
the third quarter of 1951 he has refused to pay social security taxes for his help and that the Internal 
Revenue agents have seized his bank funds twice. “I have also refused to pay on myself”, he remarks, 
“and strange to say they haven’t bothered me about my personal social security tax.” 


Mr. Gaskins seems to be an individualist. He styles himself the “originator of the cypress knee in- 
dustry”; cypress knees are odd growths, often quite decorative, from the roots of the trees found in 
Florida swamps. In addition to his mail order business, he maintains the Cypress Knee Museum. He 


reports that he will not expand business because additional help would mean “another tax regulation 
and more red tape”. 


The accumulation of incidents such as these goes far to explain why the House of Representatives, 


which holds the constitutional power to levy taxes, insists on making an unqualified tax cut this year, 
despite contrary advice from the Executive branch. : 


Truman as Author: Ex-President Truman has just announced that he has sold the publication rights 
of his memoirs to Life Magazine. Less than a year ago, Mr. Truman was launched on the literary seas 
with Mr. President, a volume of edited personal diaries, letters and notes, which was offered to the public 
at the price of $5.00. Today, drugstores in Washington have placed large numbers of copies on their 
remainder stands at the price of $1.19. 


This is not merely a sardonic note on Mr. Truman as an author. It also suggests that there’s al- 


ways another “sucker” publisher coming along. Indeed, the example of last year’s presidential literary 
effort is — or ought to be — instructive. 


The Reader’s Digest purchased book rights on the Truman book last year and seemed mighty proud 
of getting the business, judging by some publicity to the effect that the Digest had paid its highest price 
for the product. Yet, when the book appeared in the bookstores it was a literal “dud”. Not long after 
publication, the trade had reports that some 70,000 copies had backed up in the bookstores —- the mer- 
chants couldn’t turn them over. It was a stupid book by a stupid man, and the public, it is reasonable 
to believe, already knew the second fact and assumed the other. 


Quite obviously, the publishers — book and magazine — badly misjudged the attitude of -John Q.. 
Public. The election results of last November demonstrated — most political observers agree — that 
the public mandate was one against Truman and Trumanism. The public, which was (to put it mildly) 


suspicious of the President and his regime, apparently wanted an exposé of that regime and its chief — 
not a favorable self-portrait. 


What the public seemed to want was illustrated by a piece which had appeared a few months pre- 
viously in the American Mercury. It was a well-documented picture of Mr. Truman’s personal financial 
record of the past. It hardly reflected favorably on the Truman character. The Mercury, with scant 
finances for promotion, nevertheless “went to town” on this piece and the article had a wide distribution. 


All this took place at a time when magazines were engaged (they still are) in a terrific circulation 
war. Perhaps some of these mass magazines will tumble to the answer of their circulation troubles. They 
can look back to the success of a publisher of another era — one S. S. McClure, the great man of his 
trade in the period 1900-17. McClure scented the rising popular feeling against business monopolies 
(“the trusts”) and against municipal corruption; and he set Ida Tarbell and Lincoln Steffens to work 
with their pens. McClure made history because he had a sense that history was in the making. 





Forces Affecting American Education: 1953 Yearbook, Association for Supervision and Curri- 


culum Development (a department of the National Education Association, Washington, D.C.). Re- 
viewed by Burton Rascoe. 


The Politburo of the National Education Association has laid down its latest smoke screen of prop- 
aganda in defense of NEA-sponsored textbooks. Many of these textbooks derogate every accomplishment 
under the capitalist system and under the American Constitution; they whitewash the slave-labor camps 
and every brutally tyrannical aspect of the Stalinist dictatorship; they preach the virtues of the collecti- 
vist welfare state; and they indoctrinate school children with false claims for UN and UNESCO and 
with delusions about internationalism and world government. 

The barrage consists of a 208-page, two-year report compiled by “fourteen leading educators”, on 
the “Forces Affecting American Education”. It comes from the Washington Headquarters of the NEA’s 
registered lobby, which boasts eleven salaried pressure men. The salaried lobbyists of the NEA and 
its affiliates number six more than the lobbyists listed by the CIO and five more than the lobbyists listed 
by the National Association of Manufacturers. 

Platform spokesmen of the NEA’s Politburo are opposed to the Feinberg law, the McCarran Act, 
loyalty oaths and State legislation barring the use of textbooks deemed “subversive” in the public schools. 
They combat the efforts of the Sons of the American Revolution, the American Legion and other patriotic 
organizations and individuals to rid the public schools of teachers and teachings, and they defend the 
“progressive” teachers neglect of instruction in reading, writing, arithmetic, geography and history. 

The report is not the work of “leading educators” but of wheelhorses and functionaries of so-called 
“progressive” education, welfare statism and one-worldism. Nine of the 14 are not of sufficient distinction 
to have been tapped by Who’s Who, which is notoriously partial to “educators”. 

The NEA’s “report” seeks to discredit John T. Flynn and his book The Road Ahead, by quoting 
the Buchanan (House) Committee’s majority report that the Committee on Constitutional Government has 
“recently distributed thousands upon thousands of John T. Flynn’s The Road Ahead’, and that Dr. E. A. 
Rumley had been convicted of contempt of the congressional committee for refusing to disclose the names 
of persons who had purchased copies of the Flynn book through the Committee for Constitutional 
Government. 

The NEA’s report neglected to state what is wrong, morally, legally or ethically about purchasing 
and reading a copy of The Road Ahead. The NEA report also neglected to say that the contempt action 
was set aside by a Federal Court of Appeals, which stated that the Buchanan Committee had exceeded its 
proper authority in seeking the names of purchasers of copies of Flynn’s work and that this was a brazen 
attempt to infringe upon the Constitutional guarantees of a free press and free speech. 

The political objectives of the Politburo of the NEA are stated plainly enough, if a little less 
blatantly than usual, on pages 27-28 of this NEA “report”: 

“The individualistic. social theory of the founding fathers is being supplemented by new forms of 
social organization and social control. Our free enterprise system, which is still the determinant of our 


economy and not infrequently of our national and international policy, is nevertheless being modified by 
our social-welfare concept.” 
Also: 


“Over the years there has been a gradual modification of the principle of property rights and of 
public welfare. In eighteenth century theory, property was as sacred as life and liberty. . . . The ra- 
tionale has been liberty rather than either equality or fraternity. . . . This trend toward a balance be- 
tween the welfare of the individual and the welfare of society is in conflict with earlier assumptions. 
It is a trend which we cannot ignore.” 

It may be a trend we can not ignore. But we can fight it tooth and nail. 
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THE PROBLEM OF GOVERNMENT PROE AG 
By Junius B. Woop KE 


a ELITE of the government’s typewriter cowboys have dist - The daily torrent 


of press releases has diminished to a trickle. With public attention focused on a 
war that is not a war, lagging European allies, taxes, price controls and other weighty 
phenomena of the January change in administration, the sudden seclusion of the gallop- 
ing herd which roamed the range for 20 years has not received the attention it deserves. 

Editors and others on the free mailing lists know that missiles from Washington are 
fewer, and collectors of waste paper carry away lighter loads. One recipient of this gov- 
ernment bounty reported, last year, that 2,226 postage-free pieces of government mail 
were received in two days. When this is multiplied by thousands of offices over the 
country, the present letup in government press releases and propaganda assumes the 
importance of a national event. 

The relief may be as temporary as a summer in Kansas without grasshoppers. Or, the 
former daily deluge of government press releases may come under the heading ‘“Time for 
a Change” and never resume. If so, that would be more than various Congressional in- 
vestigations of excessive and expensive government publicity have accomplished 

Senator Harry F. Byrd, when Chairman of the Joint Committee on Reduction of Non- 
essential Federal Expenditures, reported 121 top experts distributing government informa- 
tion, publicity and propaganda; but including the assistants listed by the Civil Service Com- 
mission, the number is boosted to 4,000. A House committee, of which Representative 
Clare E. Hoffman is now Chairman, spread even wider and found 42,000 employees cost- 
ing the country $74,800,000 a year. 

Keeping the public informed on national affairs is a duty of free government. To do 
that, publicity bureaus are necessary. The puzzle which the great brains in and out of 
Congress have not been able to solve is where to draw a dividing line between such legitimate 
information and the propaganda for pet projects, plugs for political party programs or 
“My Day” trivia about the uneventful doings of an official who rates the services of a pub- 
lic relations expert. The immediate question, however, is whether today’s crop failure in 
press releases is a permanent policy of a new administration or is merely the lull before 


another deluge. 
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Eyres PUBLIC RELATIONS men are not going to prolong their sit-down or the 





new boss may discover that he gets along quite well without them. They are cap- } lic oj 
able professionals, most of them in the $10,000 a year level or better. Such jobs are not | Lobb 
relinquished without a fight. man 
The press officer is now sitting tight because he is not sure what information should 
be made public. Nor is the new chief too sure. If the latter came from a corporation, he § pero 
was accustomed to answering the stockholders only at annual meetings. As a government |} fer 
official, the people ask him questions every day. Worse than that, they talk back. In the 
corporation, the directors backed him up. In government, a goodly share of the directors, —_ 
Congressmen, are waiting to heckle him at the first opportunity. he'd 
The new official realizes that a government job has perquisites. Not the least isa | gic 
public relations man and a staff for official or personal use. They become his first line of |} joc, 
defense. The expert in publicity can write a speech for him, arrange conferences and [| ¢.¢¢ 
turn out a press release every hour on the hour. Releases have a favorite form. The name | 
of the department or agency chief usually is in the first paragraph — what he “said”, “did”, | the 
“announced” or “‘decided”’ that day. | 
In addition to not knowing their new boss’s tastes, the public relations men have their ite 
own haunted sepulchers. For years they have sung the praises of a Brannan Farm Plan, | 
Ewing socialized medicine, RFC, reclamation, public housing and other plain and fancy a 
projects and ’isms. In many cases they did the thinking for their advertised bosses. we 
The voters repudiated these plans. The public relations man must recant (sounds 
like Moscow), tell the public that what he was diligently advocating only a few weeks ago 
is now bad for the country. Small wonder the “typewriter cowboys” are hiding in the ie 
haymow and hoping that lightning will not strike. > 
HE BUSINESS OF THIS army of public relations men is to inform the public about gov- ag 
“ernment activities. They are the sources to which a newspaper or any citizen can go — 
for information. They fulfill that function cheerfully and well. Instances are rare where men 
a government information officer misleads or misinforms an aayenoee. When he does, he tha 
probably is obeying orders of his boss. 
The abuse of that function comes when the public relations man expands his activities of 
into selling the public a bill of goods. Instead of limiting his efforts to telling the public sti 


what the government is doing under laws enacted by Congress, he is shoved into the more pu 
exciting crusade of telling the public what the government might do for them if Congress 


would only pass a certain law. 


The government public relations man thus becomes a paid propagandist to sway pub- 
lic opinion — a novel situation where the taxpayer is forced to pay for his own conversion. 
Lobbying is joined to propaganda, making life unpleasant or impossible for any Congress- 


man who opposes the crusade. 


Nor is the day’s good deed forgotten. The public must be assured that his boss, a 
hero with his eyes on a star, is the indispensable man who will lead the nation into an 


Eden of ease and prosperity — ‘““Remember him at the next election”. 


Also comes a day — many days — when a pompous official sees a newspaper or magazine 
story that steps on his bunions. It is lese majesté. If this were an Iron Curtain country, 
he’d have the reporter shot before sunset. He rings for his public relations chief. That 
factotum should keep such miscreants in line. He’s fallen down on the job and the big 
boss takes over. He orders: ‘Write a stiff letter to that fellow’s editor and get him 
| fired. Dll sign it.” 


The public relations man writes the letter. When the editor receives it he calls for 
| the reporter. ‘Look at this”, he gushes, ‘ton a government letterhead and signed by a 
: big chief. That story got under the hide of another stuffed shirt. Good work. Take 


a day off.” Officials never learn. 


This selling the public a bill of goods went over big for 20 years. Last November, 
the voters stopped buying. The salesmen and merchants — such typewriter cowboys and 


rodeo promoters as survive — must get acquainted with a new stock. 


Section 201, Title 18, of the United States code makes it unlawful to use federal 
funds to influence legislation before Congress. This is to prevent the Executive branch 
of the government from dominating the Legislative branch. The law might work if a 
public relations man started shooting Congressmen who do not support his proposal and 
putting cash on the barrelhead for those who do support it. Neither method would be 
exactly popular. As to preventing an agency with a public relations staff from using gov- 
ernment employees, resources and materials to influence legislation, the law is little more 


than a pretty gesture. 


Commenting on this, a House committee reported that the administrative agencies 
of government have “the greatest and most effective lobby in the nation”. “We're telling 
our story to the people”’, the agencies reply. ‘“The opposition is free to give its side. The 
public gets a balanced education.” eee : | 


If the other side is big and rich enough, it can get its story to the people. If they are 
little fellows and unorganized, they can’t afford it. The taxpayer foots the bills, coming 





and going. His taxes pay for government propaganda and lobbying. The business forced 
to defend its interests charges off the cost as an operating expense. It gets a tax reduc- 
tion and the public pays that much more. 


Congressional committees have reported instances where the Executive branch of the 
government campaigns against a Congressman in his own district. On one issue, depart- 
ment field workers were ordered to call citizens’ meetings and line up voters against Con- 
gressmen who opposed that department’s pet project. This went so far beyond the usual 
blanketing of a District with propaganda literature that the Attorney General was asked 
to take action. Nothing was done. 


A S THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH of the government, and keeper of the purse, Congress is 
able to defend its rights. The public has difficulty in separating information about 
what the government is actually doing from propaganda for a fad or fancy that some of- 


ficial wants the government to adopt. 


One suggestion is that Congress fix a dividing line between information and prop- 


aganda. ‘Telling the public what the government is doing under laws enacted by Con- 


gress would be information. Publicizing a proposed program not yet authorized by 
Congress would be propaganda. 


Under this interpretation, if an official travels around the country making speeches 
or if his public relations bureau grinds out boosts for the proposal, the expenses should not 
be paid by the government but by his political party. The discrimination is not as easy 
as it sounds. The party has endorsed the proposal, the voters have given the party a man- 
date to carry it out and its officials are in office. ‘““The Executive branch has been elected 


to do the job, why wait for Congress to act?” 


Another suggestion is based on the pleasant fallacy that when an official is elected, he 
ceases to be a party man and is transformed into a representative of all the people. As the 


latter, he should publicize arguments on both sides of a proposal. 


Congressional hearings have shown that the administration in office invariably pre- 
sents only its side of the argument. That often is as highly colored as a recent release 


solemnly asserting that Grand Coulee Dam won the latest war. 


The people have elected a Congress to argue and decide. Having chosen these repre- 
sentatives, at least for two years, the taxpayers should not be forced to continue paying for 


unending arguments. Let Congress hear them — and do something. 
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